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REMARKS 

The present Amendment amends claims 1 , 3-5, 10, and 1 1 , cancels claim 2, and 
leaves claims 6-9 and 12-14 unchanged. Therefore, the present application has 
pending claims 1 and 3-14. 
35 U.S.C. §101 Rejections 

Claim 10 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §101 as allegedly being directed to 
non-statutory subject matter. This rejection is traversed for the following reasons. 
Applicants submit that claim 10, as now more clearly recited, is directed to statutory 
subject matter. More specifically Applicants have amended claim 10 to recite a 
computer program "embodied in a computer-readable medium", as recommended by 
the Examiner. Therefore, Applicants respectfully request the Examiner to reconsider 
and withdraw this rejection. 
35 U.S.C. §102 Rejections 

Claims 1 and 10 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 02(e) as being anticipated by 
U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2003/0172004 to Anderson. This rejection is 
traversed for the following reasons. Applicants submit that the features of the present 
invention as now more clearly recited in claims 1 and 10 are not taught or suggested by 
Anderson, whether taken individually or in combination any of the other references of 
record. Therefore, Applicants respectfully request the Examiner to reconsider and 
withdraw this rejection. 

Amendments were made to the claims to more clearly describe features of the 
present invention. Specifically, amendments were made to the claims to more clearly 
recite that the present invention is directed to an online shopping method and a 
computer program embodied on a computer-readable medium and executed in an 
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online shopping system as recited, for example, in independent claims 1 and 10. 

The present invention, as recited in claim 1, and as similarly recited in claim 10, 
provides an online shopping method for exchanging information regarding a commodity 
at a shopping site where commodities can be purchased online. The online shopping 
method, which is executed by a server at the shopping site, includes steps of displaying 
commodities that are on sale at the shopping site, and displaying information regarding 
information providers for a commodity selected from among the displayed commodities 
and who are currently logged on to the shopping site. The method also includes a step 
of accepting a message input from a purchaser to a selected one of the displayed 
information providers regarding the selected commodity. Another step includes 
transmitting the input message to the selected information provider. The method also 
includes receiving a reply message for the transmitted message from the selected 
information provider, transmitting the reply message to the purchaser, and grating a 
privilege to the selected information provider, if the purchaser has input information that 
the selected commodity was purchased. The method also includes storing reliability 
points of information providers on an information provider basis. Another step includes 
receiving, from the purchaser, an input of evaluation on the reply message as to the 
purchased commodity. The method further includes varying reliability points of the 
selected information provider, based on the evaluation by the purchaser. Furthermore, 
the method includes displaying, on a terminal of the purchaser, the reliability points of 
information providers on an information provider basis, as information regarding the 
information providers. The prior art does not disclose all of these features. 

The above described features of the present invention, as now more clearly 
recited in the claims, are not taught or suggested by any of the references of record, 
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particularly Anderson, whether taken individually or in combination with any of the other 
references of record. 

Anderson discloses a method and apparatus for sales voting and shopping 
based on recipient attributes. However, there is no teaching or suggestion in Anderson 
of the online shopping method and a computer program embodied on a computer- 
readable medium and executed in the online shopping system as recited in claims 1 and 
10 of the present invention. 

Anderson teaches an apparatus and method for providing enhanced product 
review to an online shopper prior to purchase. An online business may provide a 
computer-implemented service that allows an online shopper to request advice from 
other online shoppers who match certain desired attributes to obtain an indication about 
a certain product. The online business may also provide results of a vote regarding 
which one product of a group of products is considered the best products. In exchange 
for a user's participation in the service, each user may receive a coupon or discount 
towards the purchase of products available through the online business. 

One feature of the present invention, as recited in claim 1, and as similarly 
recited in claim 10, includes a step of granting a privilege to the selected information 
provider, if the purchase has input information that the selected commodity was 
purchased. Anderson does not disclose this feature. For example, as described in the 
abstract, Anderson discloses where in exchange for a user's participation in the advice- 
providing service, each user may receive a coupon or discount towards the purchase of 
products available through the online business. As such, Anderson does not disclose 
where a privilege is provided if the purchaser has indicated that the selected commodity 
was purchased, as in the present invention. 
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Another feature of the present invention, as recited in claim 1, and as similarly 
recited in claim 10, includes storing reliability points of information providers on an 
information provider basis. As described in the specification, for example, reliability 
points represent an index indicating the reliability of the information provider at the site of 
the online shopping (see page 16, lines 26-28). Anderson does not disclose this 
feature. To the contrary, Anderson merely discloses where a user obtains an indication 
about certain products, which is not the same as obtaining an indication regarding the 
reliability of information providers, as in the present invention. 

Yet another feature of the present invention, as recited in claim 1, and as 
similarly recited in claim 10, includes varying reliability points of the selected information 
provider, based on the evaluation by the purchaser. As previously discussed, Anderson 
does not teach storing reliability points of information providers, as claimed. Therefore, 
it follows that Anderson fails to teach or suggest varying reliability points of the selected 
information provider, based on the evaluation by the purchaser, in the manner claimed. 

Still yet another feature of the present invention, as recited in claim 1 , and as 
similarly recited in claim 10, includes displaying, on a terminal of the purchaser, the 
reliability points of information providers on an information provider basis, as information 
regarding the information providers. As previously discussed, Anderson does not teach 
storing reliability points of information providers, as claimed. Therefore, it follows that 
Anderson fails to teach or suggest displaying, on a terminal of the purchaser, the 
reliability points of information providers on an information provider bases as information 
regarding the information providers, in the manner claimed. 

Therefore, Anderson fails to teach or suggest "granting a privilege to the selected 
information provider, provided that information as to an effect that the selected 
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commodity was purchased is input bv the purchaser " as recited in claim 1, and as 
similarly recited in claim 1 0. 

Furthermore, Anderson fails to teach or suggest "storing reliability points of 
information providers on an information provider basis " as recited in claim 1 , and as 
similarly recited in claim 10. 

Even further, Anderson fails to teach or suggest ' Varying reliability points of the 
selected information provider, based on the evaluation bv the purchaser " as recited in 
claim 1 , and as similarly recited in claim 1 0. 

Yet even further, Anderson fails to teach or suggest "displaying, on a terminal of 
the purchaser, the reliability points of informatio n providers on an information provider 
basis as information concerning the information providers " as recited in claim 1 , and as 
similarly recited in claim 1 0. 

Therefore, Anderson does not teach or suggest the features of the present 
invention, as recited in claims 1 and 10. Accordingly, reconsideration and withdrawal of 
the 35 U.S.C. §1 02(e) rejection of claims 1 and 10 as being anticipated by Anderson are 
respectfully requested. 

The remaining references of record have been studied. Applicants submit that 
they do not supply any of the deficiencies noted above with respect to the references 
used in the rejection of claims 1 and 10. 
35 U.S.C- §103 Rejections 

Claims 2-9 and 11-14 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Anderson in view of U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 
2003/0105668 to Segawa, et al. ("Segawa"). As indicated above, claim 2 was canceled. 
Therefore, this rejection regarding claim 2 is rendered moot. Regarding the remaining 
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claims 3-9 and 11-14, this rejection is traversed for the following reasons. Applicants 
submit that the features of the present invention, as now more clearly recited in claims 
3-9 and 11-14, are not taught or suggested by Anderson or Segawa, whether taken 
individually or in combination with each other in the manner suggested by the Examiner. 
Therefore, Applicants respectfully request the Examiner to reconsider and withdraw this 
rejection. 

Amendments were made to the claims to more clearly describe features of the 
present invention. Specifically, amendments were made to the claims to more clearly 
recite that the present invention is directed to an online shopping method, as recited in 
dependent claims 3 and 4, and an online shopping system and a method for improving 
the reliability of information as recited, for example, in independent claims 5 and 1 1 . 

Regarding claims 3 and 4, Applicants submit that claims 3 and 4 are dependent 
on claim 1. Therefore, claims 3 and 4 are allowable for at least the reasons discussed 
above regarding independent claim 1 . 

Regarding the remaining claims 5-9 and 11-14, the present invention, as recited 
in claim 5, and as similarly recited in claim 11, provides an online shopping system for 
exchanging information regarding a commodity at a shopping site commodities can be 
purchased online. The online shopping system includes a purchaser terminal including 
a display unit and a messenger processing unit. The display unit displays information 
regarding information providers of a commodity on sale at the shopping site and who 
are currently logged on to the shopping site. The messenger processing unit transmits 
a message regarding a commodity of the information provider, from a purchaser to a 
selected information provider, and receives a reply message for the message from the 
selected information provider. The shopping system also includes a shopping site 
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operation apparatus that includes a commodity management unit of storing 
commodities on sale at the shopping site, and a user information management unit for 
storing information regarding users of the shopping site. According to the present 
invention, the purchaser terminal transmits an evaluation regarding the received reply 
message to the shopping site operation apparatus. Also according to the present 
invention, the shopping site operation apparatus grants a privilege to the selected 
information provider corresponding to the reply message, stores reliability points of 
information providers on an information provider basis, and varies reliability points of the 
selected information provider, based on the evaluation. Furthermore, according to the 
present invention, the display unit of the purchaser terminal displays the reliability points 
of information providers on an information provider basis as information regarding the 
information providers. The prior art does not teach or suggest all of these features. 

The above described features of the present invention, as now more clearly 
recited in the claims, are not taught or suggested by any of the references of record. 
Specifically, the features are not taught or suggested by either Anderson or Segawa, 
whether taken individually or in combination with each other. 

As previously discussed, Anderson teaches a method and apparatus for sales 
voting and shopping based on recipient attributes. However, there is no teaching or 
suggestion in Anderson of the online shopping system and the method for improving the 
reliability of information as recited in claims 5 and 1 1 of the present invention. 

One feature of the present invention, as recited in claim 5, and as similarly 
recited in claim 11, includes where the shopping site operation apparatus grants a 
privilege to the selected information provider corresponding to the reply message, stores 
reliability points of information providers on an information provider basis, and varies 
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reliability points of the selected information provider, based on the evaluation. As 
described in the specification, for example, reliability points represent an index indicating 
the reliability of the information provider at the site of the online shopping (see page 16, 
lines 26-28). Anderson does not disclose this feature. To the contrary, Anderson 
merely discloses where a user obtains an indication about certain products, which is not 
the same as obtaining an indication regarding the reliability of information providers, as 
in the present invention. Furthermore, because Anderson does not disclose where the 
shopping site operation apparatus stores reliability points of information providers, it 
follows that Anderson does not disclose where the shopping site apparatus varies 
reliability points of the selected information provider, in the manner claimed. 

Another feature of the present invention, as recited in claim 5, and as similarly 
recited in claim 11, includes where the display unit of the purchaser terminal displays 
the reliability points of information providers on an information provider basis as 
information regarding the information providers. Anderson does not disclose this 
feature. As discussed above, Anderson does not teach storing reliability points as 
claimed. Therefore, it follows that Anderson does not teach where the display unit of the 
purchaser terminal displays the reliability points of information providers, in the manner 
claimed. 

Therefore, Anderson fails to teach or suggest "wherein the shopping site 
operation apparatus grants a privilege to the selected information providers on an 
information provider basis, and varies reliability points of the selected information 
provider, based on the evaluation " as recited in claim 5. 

Furthermore, Anderson fails to teach or suggest "wherein the display unit of the 
purchaser terminal displays the reliability points of information providers on an 
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information p rovider basis as information concerning the information providers" as 
recited in claim 5. 

Likewise, Anderson fails to teach or suggest "storing reliability points of 
information providers on an information provider basis " as recited in claim 1 1 . 

Even further, Anderson fails to teach or suggest ' Varying reliability points of the 
selected information provider, based on the evaluation bv the purchaser " as recited in 
claim 1 1 . 

Yet even further, Anderson fails to teach or suggest "displaying, on the terminal 
of the purchaser, the reliability points of information providers on an information provider 
basis as information concerning the information providers " as recited in claim 1 1 . 

The above noted deficiencies of Anderson are not supplied by any of the other 
references of record, namely Segawa, whether taken individually or in combination with 
each other. Therefore, combining the teachings of Anderson and Segawa in the 
manner suggested by the Examiner still fails to teach or suggest the features of the 
present invention as now more clearly recited in the claims. 

Segawa teaches a goods information collecting system and method. However, 
there is no teaching or suggestion in Segawa of the online shopping system and the 
method for improving the reliability of information as recited in claims 5 and 1 1 of the 
present invention. 

Segawa's goods information collecting system collects information regarding 
goods on a network. More specifically, a user contributes an article regarding goods 
provided on the network. An influence degree that is an index indicating how the 
contents of the article have an effect on the determination of another user for selecting 
and purchasing the goods is obtained. Based on the obtained influence degree, the 
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system provides an incentive to the user who has contributed to the sales of the goods. 

One feature of the present invention, as recited in claim 5, and as similarly 
recited in claim 11, includes where the shopping site operation apparatus grants a 
privilege to the selected information provider corresponding to the reply message, stores 
reliability points of information providers on an information provider basis, and varies 
reliability points of the selected information provider, based on the evaluation. Segawa 
does not disclose this feature. For example, Segawa does not disclose storing reliability 
points of information providers, and varying reliability points based on a user evaluation, 
in the manner claimed. Segawa is merely directed to providing an incentive to an 
information provider, where the incentive is based on the degree of influence of a 
contributed article on a user's selection and purchase of goods. This is not the same as 
the use of reliability points, as claimed. 

Another feature of the present invention, as recited in claim 5, and as similarly 
recited in claim 11, includes where the display unit of the purchaser terminal displays 
the reliability points of information providers on an information provider basis as 
information regarding the information providers. Segawa does not disclose this feature. 
As previously discussed, Segawa does not teach the use of reliability points. Therefore, 
it follows that Segawa fails to teach or suggest displaying reliability points of information 
providers, in the manner claimed. 

Therefore, Segawa fails to teach or suggest "wherein the shopping site operation 
apparatus grants a privilege to the selected information providers on an information 
provider basis, and varies reliability points of the selected information provider, based on 
the evaluation " as recited in claim 5. 

Furthermore, Segawa fails to teach or suggest "wherein the display unit of the 



18 



U.S. Application No. 10/680,225 Attorney Docket: 500.43204X00 

Response to Office Action dated June 9, 2006 

purchaser terminal displays the reliability points of information providers on an 
information provider basis as information concerning the information providers " as 
recited in claim 5. 

Likewise, Segawa fails to teach or suggest "storing reliability points of information 
providers on an information provider basis " as recited in claim 1 1 . 

Even further, Segawa fails to teach or suggest ' Varying reliability points of the 
selected information provider, based on the evaluation bv the purchaser " as recited in 
claim 1 1 . 

Yet even further, Segawa fails to teach or suggest "displaying, on the terminal of 
the purchaser, the reli ability points of information providers on an information provider 
basis as information concerning the information providers " as recited in claim 11. 

Both Anderson and Segawa suffer from the same deficiencies, relative to the 
features of the present invention, as recited in the claims. Therefore, combining the 
teachings of Anderson and Segawa in the manner suggested by the Examiner does not 
render obvious the features of the present invention as now more clearly recited in the 
claims. Accordingly, reconsideration and withdrawal of the 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) rejection 
of claims 3-9 and 11-14 as being unpatentable over Anderson in view of Segawa are 
respectfully requested. 

The remaining references of record have been studied. Applicants submit that 
they do not supply any of the deficiencies noted above with respect to the references 
used in the rejection of claims 3-9 and 11-14. 

In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks, Applicants submit that claims 
1 and 3-14 are in condition for allowance. Accordingly, early allowance of claims 1 and 
3-14 is respectfully requested. 
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To the extent necessary, Applicants petition for an extension of time under 37 
CFR 1.136. Please charge any shortage in fees due in connection with the filing of this 
paper, including extension of time fees, or credit any overpayment of fees, to the deposit 
account of Mattingly, Stanger, Malur & Brundidge, P.C., Deposit Account No. 50-1417 
(referencing attorney docket no. 500.43204X00). 



Respectfully submitted, 

MATTINGLY, STANGER, MALUR & BRUNDIDGE, P.C. 




Donna K. Mason 
Registration No. 45,962 
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(703) 684-1120 
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